
To: Balentine, Joshua[Joshua.Balentine@memphistn.gov]; Wilson, Scott[Wilson.Js@epa.gov]; Pickrel , 
Jan[Pickrei.Jan@epa.gov] 
Cc: Laurel Rognstad[Laurei.Rognstad@tn.gov); Jordan, Ronald[Jordan.Ronald@epa.gov]; Ramach, 
Sean[Ramach.Sean@epa.gov] 
From: Shell, Karrie-Jo 
Sent Tue 4/10/2018 6:16:52 PM 
Subject RE: Steam Electric Power Generation 
MAIL_RECEIVED: Tue 4/10/2018 6:16:00 PM 
imaqe2018-04-1 0-114712.pdf 

See the first column, 3 full paragraph of the preamble to the 1982 SE regs. 

Kanie-Jo Robinson-Shell , P.E. 

Environmental Engineer 

US EPA Region 4 

Water Protection Division 

61 Forsyth Street 

Atlanta, GA 30303 

(404) 562-9308 

From: Ba lentine, Joshua [mailto:.Joshua.Balentine@memphistn.gov] 
Sent: T uesday, April I 0, 20 18 2:0~ PM 
To: Wilson, Scott <Wilson.Js@epa.gov>; Pickrel, Jan <Pickrei.Jan@epa.gov> 
Cc: Laure l Rognstad <Laurel.Rognstad@tn.gov>; Jordan, Ronald <Jordan.Ronald@epa.gov>; 
Shell, Karrie-Jo <Shell.Karrie-Jo@epa.gov>; Ramach, Sean <Ramach.Sean@epa.gov> 
Subject: RE: Steam Electric Power Generation 

Scott and .lan. 

I ha,·e a quick question fo r you that may allc,·iate a ll of the questions surrounding m~· original 
inquir:. I IHl\'1.' spoken ,,·ith and they interpret the rcgulution at 40 CFR 42~.17(b} in the 
folkming \\U~: 



A .\teum electric JWli'L'r genemtion plum cw1 discharge priori(\ pollwwus.from the cooling 
tmrer., . hut the priority pollullfl1/.\ can't originatefi·omthe chemical.\ 11.\ed for cooling tmrer 
/} /(/ i 111 c! /uti/ L' c! 

I originally did not interpret the ruk that "a) . and be lit.:\ ed that there can be no discharge of 
priorit) pollutants !'rom the cooling towers. I think maybc the anS\\Cr to this would help in 
ddermin ing if we c\·en need to go any runher in determining an approach lor permitting and 
compliance. 

rhanks ft)r your help and insight into this. 

Joshua Balentine 

Industrial Monitoring Manager 

City of Memphis 

901 .636.4352 901.410.6448 

341 Stiles Drive Memphis, TN 38127 

Joshua.Balentine@memphistn.gov 

From: Laurel Rognstad [mailto:Laurei.Rognstad@tn.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 03, 2018 8:50AM 
To: Wilson, Scott; Jordan, Ronald; Shell, Karrie-Jo; Ramach, Sean; Pickrel, Jan; Balentine, Joshua 
Subject: RE: Steam Electric Power Generation 

IIi Scott. 



l'hank ~·ou f(w looking into this. l'w added Joshua Balentine. \kmphis's Industrial Monitoring 
i\lanager. to this email. I k should be able to ans,,cr ~our questions much bcllcr than I can. 

L' •• < < TN 
.. , ' 

Laurel Rognstad I State Pretreatment Coordinator 

Division of Water Resources 

Will iam R. Snodgrass Tennessee Tower, 11 111 Floor 

312 Rosa L. Parks Avenue 

Nashville, TN 37243 

p. 615-532-8786 

Laurei.Rognstad@tn.gov 

tn.gov/environment 

We value your feedback! Please complete our customer satisfaction survey. 

From: Wilson, Scott [mailto:Wilson.Js@epa.gov) 
Sent: Monday, April 02, 2018 12:52 PM 
To: Jordan, Ronald ; Shell, Karrie-Jo; Ramach, Sean; Pickrel, Jan 
Cc: Laurel Rognstad 
Subject: RE: Steam Electric Power Generation 

••• This is an EXTERNAL email. Please exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links 
from unknown senders or unexpected email - STS-Security .... 

Laurel: 

Your question was passed on to me for my thoughts on this issue and I had a couple of quick 
questions. 



The emai l below says that the 
greater than in the intake water. 
provide? 

effluent concentration for copper and nickel were much 
Do you have data for the effluent concentrations that you could 

Also, did they provide infom1ation on the speci fic cooling tower maintenance chemicals that 
were used? 

Thanks in advance for any information you can provide. 

Scott Wilson 

Energy Permitting Coordinator 

Industrial Permits Branch 

USEPA Office of Wastewater Management 

1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW 

Washington, DC 20460 

202-564-6087 

Mail Code: 4203m 

From: Phillips, David 
Sent: Wednesday, March 28, 2018 4:30PM 
To: Laurel Rognstad <Laure l.rognstad(@,tn.gov> 
Cc: Jordan, Ronald <Jordan.Rona ld(@,e pa.gov> 
Subject: FW: Steam Electric Power Generation 

Laurel , 

Unfortunately, it might be some time before I can focus on thi s inquiry. It might be more 



expeditious for you to consult our ELG expert on Part 423 for some input on Memphis' two 
questions (Ron Jordan - jordan.ronald@,epa.gov or 202-566- J 003), whom I've copied. 

U S. EPA Region 4 - Water Protection 

Municipal & lndustnal Enforcement 

404-562-9773 (Tel) 404-562-9729 (Fax) 

• Sen1or Env1ronmen1a1 Engmeer 

• Reg1onal Coordinator lndustnal Pretreatment Program 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE 

This message is intended exclusively for the individual(s) or entity(ies) to which it is addressed. Thts communication may contain information that is 
proprietary. privileged. or confidential or otherwise legally exempt from dtsclosure. If you are not the named addressee. you are not authorized to read. 
print, retain. copy. or disseminate this message or any part of rl. If you have recetved this message m error. please notify the sender immediately by 
email and delete all copies of the message 

From: Balentine, Joshua [mailto:Joshua.Balentine<@.memphistn.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 28,2018 4:17PM 
To: Phillips, David <Phillips.David@epa.gov> 
Cc: Laurei.RognstadW2tn.gov; King, Tasha <Tasha.King(@.memphistn.gov> 
Subject: Steam Electric Power Generation 

David, 

I haye a new Steam Electric Power Generat ion plant that I recently permitted. The federal 
regs at 40 CFR 423.17(d)( 1) states that the pollutants discharged in cooling tower blowdown 
shall have no detectable amount for the 126 priority pollutants contained in chemical added for 
cooling tower maintenance (excluding Chromium and Zinc). The regs go on further to allow at 
the permitting authority' s d iscretion, instead of the monitoring in 40 CFR 122. ll (b), compliance 
with the standards for the 126 priori ty po ll utants in paragraph (a)( 4 )(i) of this sect ion may 

be detennined by engineering calculations which demonstrate that the regulated pollutants are 
not detectable in the final discharge by the analytical methods in 40 CFR part 136. 



originally wanted to submit the Engineering Cales that demonstrate the priority pollutants 
are not detectable at the final effluent. We verbaJly agreed that would collect one set of 
samples to confirm that the priority pollutants were not and then we would approve the 
engineering calcs in lieu of sampling going forward . s samples showed detectable values 
for copper (0.00228 mg/L) and nickel (0.00287 mg/L). 

is stating that the source of copper and nickel is not from the cooling tower chemicals, but 
from the source water. They have sampling data that does confirm this. Albeit, the 
concentrations in the source water are much lower than the values detected in the effluent. 
claims that this is due to the evaporation of water and metals concentrating. The purpose of 
blowing down cooling water is due to minerals concentrating to the point that they are too high, 
and makeup water is added to the basin. 

There are multiple options/questions I have for you to help assist me in: 

1. Since believes that the source of the pollutants is the source water and not the cooling 
tower chemicals themselves, requests that the engineering calcs in lieu of monitoring 
state the following: 

"At the discretion of instead of the monitoring, compliance with the 
standards for the 126 priority pollutants may be determined by engineering calculations which 
demonstrate that the regulated pollutants ( /1() priority po/1//lants comainc!d in chc!miculs added 
ji)J· cooling tmrer IJWi1711!1WI1ce; are not detectable in the final discharge by the analytical 
methods in 40 CFR part 136. " 

Please note that the red text is different than what the federal regs state at 30 CFR 423.17(b)(ii). 
assert that this is more consistent with the development documents and the final rule 

publication in the federal register as shown below: 

47 FR 52290 Excerpt No.1 47 FR 52290 Excerpt No.2 



Toxics.- The discharge of one hundre Commenters objected to the propm 
twenty.four toxic poUutants is zero discharge requirement for 
prohibited in d~tectabte amounts from maintenance chemicals, raising 
cooling tower discharges if the concerns a bout the regulation of 
pol.lutants come ~m cooling t~wer maintenance chemicals instead of 
mamtemmce cheiJUcals .. The dJs_charget priority pollutants and the means of 
may demonstrate comphance w1th sud . . 
limitations to the permitting authority measurmg compliance Wlth a zero 
hy either routine ly snmpling and dlach~rge li~lt. In reapons~ wa.~ave 
analyzing for the pollutants in the substituteq no detectable for zero 
discharge. or providing mass balance discharge .. and made clear that the liJ 
calculations to demonstrate that use of applies to priority poUutants from 
particular maintenance chemicals will maintenance chemicals, and not the 
not result in detectable amounts of the chemicals themselves. EPA presently 
toxic pollutants in the discharge. In considers the nominal detection limit 
addition. EPA is prom~lgoting a da ily most of the taxies to be 10 J.Lg/1 (i.e., 1 
ma~urn BAT l_a mltatlon and NSPS fo1 parts per billion}. See, Sampling and 
chromtum _and zmc based upon Analysis Procedures for Screening of 
concent:ratlons of 0.2 mgll and 1.0 mg/1. 1 d tr . 1 E'"1 t r. p · ··t 
respective ly. n us 10 . 11 , uen s 1or non y 

Pollutants, EPA, 19?7. · 
47 FR 52290 Excerpt No. 3 

Another concern expressed by amounts of certain of the toxic 
commenters was that EPA did not polluta nts. These may leach for a p£ 
account for those prohibited toxic: of time from contact with the coolin. 
are present in n ew construction water. The Agency recognizes such 
materials for cooling towers. For s ituations. Thus. the prohibition in l 
example, wooden supporting struc final rule, as in the proposed rule, is 
or other construction ma teria ls in applicable only to pollutants that ar 

or rebuilt cooling towers may coni present in cooling tower blowdown 
preservatives which contain trace result of cooling tower maintenance 

chemicals. 

2. Another could be that as long as the detectable amount is less than 0.01 mg/L 

(lOJ.lg/L), could be considered compliant with the regulations, since the final rule (47 

FR 52290) states that the minimum detection level required for analysis is 0.01 mg/L 

(lOJ.lg/L). 



Commenters objeCted to the proposed 
zero discharge requirement for 
maintenance chemicals, raising 
concerns about the regulation of 
maintenance chemicals instead of 
priority pollutants and the means of 
measuring compliance with a zero 
discharge limit. In response, we have 
substituted ··no detectable" for "zero 
discharge"' and made clear that the limit 
applies to priority pollutants from 
maintenance chemicals, and not the 
chemicals themselves. EPA presently 
considers the nominal detection limit for 
most of the toxics to be 10 p.g/1 (i.e .• 10 
parts per billion). See, Sampling and 
Analysis Procedures for Screening of 
Industrial Effluents for Priority 
Pollutants; EPA, 1977. 

3. Another approach could be a Net/Gross variance based on the concentrations of nickel and copper in the source water. This is a valid approach (in my opinion) since our local limits 
fo r those two parameters are substantially higher than the current I imit of no detectable 
amount. 

4. The final approach is to leave the permit like it is, and make 
amount limits for all priority pollutants. 

meet the no detectable 

~~~~~~ilj~ really needs EPA to weigh in on this, so will accept the decision that is made. Ultimately, I think the federal regs and the federal register publication are confusing with respect to No.I. I think that the federal register vaguely supports TV As argument that the limit applies to the final discharge but only form pollutants added from cooling tower 
maintenance chemicals. However I can ' t get past the fact that the PSNS specifically states that the pollutants discharged in cooling tower blowdown shall have no detectable amount for the 126 priority pollutants. I am not comfortable agreeing to the modification requested in N0.1 without or EPAs approval. However, if you are in agreement with No. 2, this would be just as easy of an option for all parties. 



I know this is an information overload, so please give me a call if you have any questions, o r are 
extreme ly confused by all of this. Thanks. 

Joshua Balentine 

Industrial Monitoring Manager 

City of Memphis 

901 .636.4352 901.410.6448 

341 Stiles Drive Memphis, TN 38127 

Joshua.Balentine@memphistn.gov 





Federal Register I Vol. 47. :-lo. 224 I Friday. :'-lovember 19. 1982 I Rules and Regulations 52295 

limitations based upon 0.2 mg/1 doily 
average and 0.5 mg/1 daily :naximum 
concentrations. FAC and TRC 
discharges are limJted to Z hours per day 
pee generating 1mit and simuitaneous 
muill·unlt chlorination it prohibtted. The 
197~ BAT and NSPS contain limitations 
equivalent to 19N BPT. plU3 moss 
limitations for zinc. chromium. and 
phosphorous based upon concentrations 
of 1.0 mg/1. 0.2 ~/land 5.0 mg/1. 
respectively. and for PCBa. The 19N 
PSNS contained no Clltf:1!0rical 
pr~~~~:n:u.: ~t~cUrdD !or cooli..l!i 
tower blowdo"-c.. The 19n PSES limlta 
oil and greaae with a m.aulimitation 
based upon 100 mg/IIUld prollibit.s the 
discha~e of PCB.. 

The major tecb.nology options for tiW 
wasto!3t:eam are dechlorination. 
chemical aubsdtution. and chemical 
precipitolloD-

(b) Final Limiwtions. BAT a.1d NSPS. 
Chlon·nc. EPA Is promulgating BAT !lnd 
NSPS limillltions equiva~nt to the 1974 
BAT and NSPS level of control. These 
limilatior.s are based upon daily average 
a:1d dailv r.'ln:0::1um cor:cen::ntlons for 
FAC of 0.2 lll8il and 0.5 mg/l 
respectively. 

To:rics. The discharge of one hundred 
t·.•enty.four toxic pollutanl3 is 
prohibited in detecmble amouou from 
cool ing tower dischargos ff tbe 
po llutants come from cooling tow~r 
maintennnc.e c:hemicals. The discharger 
may demonst:r:lte cornpllaoce with such 
limttaUons to the permtnlng authonty 
by either routinely sampling and 
ol.Ilalyzing for the pollulD.DU ln the 
disc:hargo. or provldlng mBS.S balance 
calculatlo11.1 to demoMt:r:llo that ua.t of 
parucular m.a..inteo.ance chemu:als will 
not re5ult In detectable amounu of the 
toxic ;><. ,Jutant.s in the discharge. In 
addition. EPA is promul~t ing a cUtly 
maxunum BAT timltftllon and NSPS for 
c.hromluUl and zinc based upon 
cooo.ntr.nlons of 0.2 mgtl and t .O mgtl . 
rcspecllvely. 

The exialing limit.ation for 
phosphorous Is deleted. 

PSES and PSNS. The ft.nal regulations 
prollibit or llmH the 1.2.6 toxic poUuWlt3 
as discuued above for BAT and NSPS. 
Oil and grease PSES an withdrawn. 

(c) Change, from Proposal and 
Rauona/c. Ch/on·ne. For BAT and ;"~SPS. 
£P.'\ proposed a Uuutadon on TRC 
discharges based upon a ma.xunum 
concentration of O.H mg/1 ti:nes now. A 
chlorine m!nir:lization program was not 
req uired. The Agenc:r also proposed to 
proht bll all discharges of coolin~ tower 
maL,tenance chemicals co:'l:ammg an)· 
of the 129 pnority pollutants. Since then 
three of the 129 toxic pollutants ha\'C 
?ccn ··dclistec:· Thcr are 
.!oc::l o:ocinuo:-o:r. etha :~e. 

trichloroOuoromethaM. and bls· 
chlorometb:,·l ethe:. See 46 F?. .:!::~5: 46 
F"R lO?ZJ. 

Public comments opposed the 
limtt;tlons on c!llonne. stall:18 th3t the 
proposed lintit was unachievable and 
would not result in any envtronmental 
benefit. We do not agree that the li rrut 
would be unac!lievable or result in no 
effluent reduction benefits: however we 
did reexamine the data penainlng to 
chlorine. We found that the now of this 
waste stream was le" than one percent 
of the once through cooling water now. 
Further. leu than 0.5 perce-nt of the TRC 
which would be removed by regulating 
both cooling tower blowdown and once
through cooling water ia attributable to 
cooling towe-r blowdawn. We therefore 
concluded that the appropnate emphasis 
on chlor'.ne control should be in the 
ooce-througb coolin~ wate-r waste 
strum aod that BAT and NS?S for tlW 
waste etrelllll ebould equal the 
previously promulgoted BPT. BAT. and 
NSPS limits. "Thh will ~I in a coat 
savings of S2S rrullioo in annual costs in 
1985 and similar savio~s :n future yeers. 

Toxzcs. For BAT and NSPS. EPA 
proposed to proltibi t ;my dlscl:o.!'81! of 
cooling tower :oofntenacce chemical 
containing the 1Z!1 pnority poUutant.s. 
The s11me prohibloon was proposed for 
PSES and PSNS. Since equivalent 
;Jo!lutont re-:novals are req::i.-ed !or 
in~t and direct disch~:-s. EPA 
dete=ed t.'-.at 3 :~ro chc!lart;e 
pretceatl:lent stando:-d was the o!'Jy 
meaDs of assuru:g that r.o pr.cr:ity 
pollutant wouid pass through the 
POTW. 

Commenters objected to the proposed 
:e.-o discharge requlreme:~t for 
ma.t:~ter.ance chem1cals. raiSing 
concerns about the regulation of 
matntenance chemicals i:utead of 
;Jnonty poUutonu and the meons nf 
me•sunng compliance Wlt.'t " :ern 
discharge limll. In responu. we have 
sub~mtuted "'no detectable"" for ··zero 
discharge·· and mode clear that the Untit 
applies to priority poUutalltl from 
maintenance chemicals. and cot the 
chemicals themsel\"es. EPA presently 
considers the nominal detection lirrJt for 
most of the toxlcs to be 10 I'B/1 (I.e .. 10 
parts per billion). See. Sampling and 
Analrszs Procec~·res [:Jr Sc:eenrng of 
lndustrro/ Effluents for Priority 
Pollutonts. EPA. 1977. 

Another cone e.'":'! c:-pressed by 
commcn:ers was :ho t EPA cld r.ot 
accou:ll for those prohibited toxtcs tha t 
are ;:r~!er.t !n new cor.s::l::non 
matenals for cooling towers. For 
example. wooden suppor.Jc~ st:-uc:ures 
or other co:JStruct lon r::ater:nls on new 
or : cbuil : cool!n ~ towers ::: J,. ::r.:J:., 
p:escr\'a :!':es w~,tc~ :c :-.!;1~ :: ~.:t 

amounts of certain of the toxic 
~oilutants. These may leach for a penod 
of time from contact Wlth the cooling 
water. The A~enC)" recogn•tes such 
Situations. Thus. the prohibition in th~ 
final r~le. as In the proposed rule. is 
applicable only to pollutants that are 
present 10 coohng tower blowdown as 3 
resell of cooling tower matntenance 
che::1icals. 

Comrnenters also expressed concern 
over potentially substan tial compliance 
r.nc t~ in ~~ .. ~~~ !'\~ f'l~ !l:c 1~ !:-X:: 
poUiltants in their d.isc!larges. The 
Agency agrees that the coat3 of roulloe 
complianu monitoring for the toxiC$ 
could be qnlte expensive. and that there 
are alternative compllaDce mechaoisms. 
Therefore.. a.s ao alternative to routine 
moruto:ing by sampJ.ios and ll0.3lpa c! 
ei!lueou. the fmal rule prov1d~ ior 
mass balance c:alcuialloo.s to 
demonstrate compliiUlce with the 
prohibition. For example. the discharger 
may pro\"ide the ce..'Ufied analytical 
content3 of aU biofouling llld 
maintenance !on:~uiatlona ued and 
e r.gi::ee=~ c:llcu!J:lc~.s c!c=o~..s:.:atir.~ 
that any of the prionty pollutanu 
present in the maintenance chemicals 
would not be detecable 10 the coolies 
tower discharge u.ing appropnate 
analytical methods. The permit issuing 
authority shaU dete=c the 
appropnatc approach. 

~faov comrr.enters aU!o indicated tha i 
there are presently no acuptable 
substitutes for the U3C of chromium and 
:tine based cooling tower mnintenance 
chemicals. The Agency agrees that 
adequate substi tutes o.re not p=et!tly 
a,·aUable for many facilities. This is due 
tn pan to site specific conditions. 
includin~ cooling water mtnkc quality 
and the presence of coostruction 
materials susceptible to fouling 
<:orrosion. Further. there 11 a poten:Jal 
for subslltutes to be more toxic than :he 
substances they are meant to replace. 
Therefore. the final BAT. NSPS and 
pretreatment Slnndards allow for the 
discharge of chromium and rinc in 
cooling tower blowdown. The 
limitations are the same as !hose 
adopted in 1974 for BAT ond arc based 
upo n pH adfusune nt. cbemiC:ll 
prectpuauon. and sedimentation or 
filtration to remo\·e preopttatcd metals. 

:-.lo comments were recei,·ed on the 
proposal to delete :.'1~ ?~os;:~.::;:o~s 
lir.'lttations: therefore. :ht ~:::i :-::~ :; :~c 
same as proposed. 

.;, Fi:: Asl: Trc.--.s;;o:·:. :.:..; 2=:: ::· : •. -.;· 
Coal or otlthat" burned i :-o o1 :,ollct 
;>:oc~ces ash tha t ce~::: :cs cispcsa!. T~e 
""f~l.lt:\'~h· i:ne anC !:2~ t·\''":;~; .J!:: · ~ ... • 
. ; ~.-:7: :-::0nl ·: c:sc::l :~·:~ , .. :~. ·.· : ::_' 
: .• ,L:oo •• :'ICc~.:. ~·c·L .·:.· 
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